Background
The taxonomy of the abundance of individual differences between people is one of the important areas of interest in psychology. One of the approaches, which has made it possible to reach relatively high taxonomic agreement among researchers, is the lexical approach. The use of a similar methodology in research devoted to various natural languages has contributed to a considerable degree of consensus about the structure of characteristics universal across cultures, meeting most of the requirements for structural models (Saucier & Srivastava, 2015) . The point of departure in the lexical approach is the lexical assumption, originally proposed by Galton (1884) and reformulated nearly 100 years later by Goldberg (1981) . According to him, the most important individual differences have been observed by people and named in the course of evolution in order for individuals to be able to communicate them to others. If these observations were regarded as useful by other users of a given language and if they are still valid, the terms referring to the observed differences have survived until the present day and function as part of the lexicon of that language. The more important an individual difference is, the more terms have been created to refer to this difference, taking the form of synonyms and antonyms, for instance. Therefore, in order to identify the individual differences that are the most important to the users of a given language, one should analyze the structure of the language used to describe them. Currently, studies devoted to the structure of personality traits constitute the largest number of studies on the lexicon of individual differences. Their outcomes include the Big Five (Goldberg, 1990; Peabody & De Raad, 2002) , the Big Six , or the Big Seven (Almagor, Tellegen, & Waller, 1995) . The Big Five and the Big Six became the basis for developing, respectively, the five-factor model (OCEAN/FFM; McCrae & Costa, 1985 , 1987 and the six-factor model (HEXACO; , 2006 of personality, which have been measured by means of numerous questionnaires often used to measure personality traits (e.g., NEO-FFI: Costa, McCrae, & Dye, 1991; BFI: John & Srivastava, 1999) .
A personality study can be called lexical and its results can be compared with the results of studies devoted to other natural languages if it is based on a representative sample of the personality lexicon of that language and if the factor structure of this list of personality terms has been established on the basis of a representative sample of personality descriptions generated by the users of that language (De Raad, 1998; De Raad & Ostendorf, 1996; Saucier, 1997) . Due to the time-consuming nature of lexical research, the structure of the personality lexicon has been explored to date in about 30 natural languages out of the several thousand that exist in the world, which still limits the possibilities of formulating conclusions about personality traits universal across different cultures. Moreover, the method applied in research on the languages investigated so far is not free from limitations; the most important one among them is the fact that research on the lexicon of individual differences was restricted to the adjective lexicon. This involves the risk of reductionism: a personality trait could be exclusively a characteristic that it is possible to describe by means of an adjective, and what cannot be described by means of adjectives would not be considered a personality descriptor, which goes against the lexical assumption. Both in the case of the languages examined so far and in the case of those not examined yet, there is a need to verify whether the non-adjectival personality lexicon describes the same personality traits, or whether some of them have been ignored so far due to the error of reductionism.
Psychologists tend to give personality a rather wide definition while measuring it with instruments that capture only a part of this grand, inclusive range (Saucier, 2009a) . Also in psycholexical studies, we can distinguish two approach based on a narrow vs. a wide operational definition of personality, which is expressed in how one selects variables when studying the phenomena of personality (Saucier, 2009b) . According to the restrictive/narrow approach, personality dispositions are indicated only by terms that primarily describe an enduring pattern of typical behavioral tendency in action, thought, and emotions (Ashton & Lee, 2005) . This approach excludes terms which are considered as highly evaluative (e.g., dumb, sleazy, backward) or referring to states (e.g., anxious, pensive, frustrated) or describing effects an individual has on others (e.g., frustrating, astonishing, boring) -either at the stage of compiling the personality lexicon or at the stage of research aimed at identifying the factor structure of personality descriptions. According to the non-restrictive/ inclusive approach, most above-mentioned terms are included in the study of structure of personality lexicon (e.g., Almagor et al., 1995; Benet-Martinez & Waller, 1997; Tellegen & Waller, 1987) . Inclusive variable selection enables the researcher to find additional sources of variance of personality descriptions (Saucier, 2009a) .
Comprehensive and unrestrictive research, based on the complete lexicon of individual differences potentially useful in personality description, has so far been conducted only in the Dutch language (De Raad & Barelds, 2008) . Studies of specific categories of individual differences such as pure evaluations, social effects or worldviews have been conducted only in a few languages (De Raad, Van Oudenhoven, & Hofstede, 2005; Krauss, 2006; Mlačić, 2016; Saucier, 2000 Saucier, , 2010 .
9 research oBjective
Polish is a natural language belonging to the West Slavic group of languages and to the Indo-European family of languages. It is estimated that Polish is the mother tongue for approximately 40 million people (Simons & Fennig, 2018) . Although the Polish language has been twice subjected to independent psycholexical analyses (Szarota, 1995; Gorbaniuk, Czarnecka, & Chmurzyńska, 2011) and is included in nearly all comparisons aimed at identifying culturally universal personality traits (e.g., Ashton et al., 2004; De Raad et al., 2010; De Raad, Perugini, Hrebícková, & Szarota, 1998; Peabody & De Raad, 2002) , both lexical studies were limited to adjectives only. The aim of the presented research was to systematize and classify the complete domain of Polish person-descriptive terms based on homogeneous and up-to-date lexical data in order to provide the basis for future quantitative studies on the factor structure of individual differences in the Polish language. This main objective can be made more specific in the form of the following research questions: Q1: How many person-descriptive terms are there in Polish? What proportion of Polish person-descriptive terms does each word class (nouns, adjectives, adverbs, verbs, and participles) account for? Q2: What is the proportion of dispositional descriptors out of all categories of person-descriptive terms in Polish? Q3: Does the psycholexical structure of Polish person-descriptive terms differ across word classes? Q4: Do adjectives morphemically and semantically account for the entire Polish personality lexicon? Q5: Do Polish dispositional adjectives account for all the markers of the cross-language Big Factors?
Due to the exploratory character of the study, we did not formulate research hypotheses.
Method
The selecTion of person-descripTive Terms
As the basis for the selection of words describing individual differences in Polish, we chose the electronic version of The Universal Dictionary of the Polish Language (Uniwersalny Słownik Języka Polskiego; Dubisz, 2008) , containing 100,000 entries. According to the independent opinions of six top Polish linguists whom we consulted about the choice, this dictionary was the most complete and up-to-date source of the Polish lexicon at the beginning of the selection process (in 2014). The selection of person-descriptive terms was carried out by eight graduate (fourth-and fifth-year) and doctoral (third-and fourth-year) psychology students writing their MA theses and doctoral dissertations in the field of psycholexical research. Before commencing the selection, all the judges went through three-month theoretical and practical training, concluded by writing a chapter of their diploma thesis devoted to a review of the previous selections and classifications of person-descriptive terms. During practical training, the judges twice performed trial selection based on 200 words; the results of the trial selection were discussed in the light of the adopted selection criteria.
Person-descriptive terms are defined in this study as all of the attributes differentiating people. When deciding on whether a given word was a person-descriptive term, the judges applied the selection criteria and test sentences (see Table 1 ) proposed by Angleitner, Ostendorf and John (1990) . The following categories of words were used as exclusion criteria: (1) words that do not differentiate people from one another and that describe the characteristics of all people; (2) words that refer to geographical origin, nationality, citizenship, and religious or professional affiliation; (3) terms that are rarely understood as describing human characteristics; (4) words describing colors or their shades; (5) numerals.
The selection of person-descriptive terms was performed separately for each of the four groups of lexical items: (1) adjectives, participles, adverbs; (2) attribute-nouns; (3) type-nouns; (4) verbs. This was done by a different pair of judges, each of them working independently. In the case of doubts regarding whether a given word met the criteria for a person-descriptive term, the judge put it on the list because in subsequent stages the list was rated by a larger number of judges. In their decisions, the judges first relied on their own understanding of the word and then on its meaning as defined in the dictionary; they copied the definition that suggested the usefulness of the word in describing human characteristics into the database and supplemented the definition with their own when they decided that the dictionary definition was insufficient in the light of the word's practical usage. This made it possible to minimize both the influence of particular judges' linguistic competence on selection results and the effect of additional meanings of the analyzed word, significant in describing individual differences, not being included in the dictionary.
We tentatively classified all the words selected by at least one judge as person-descriptive terms, so as to minimize the likelihood of excluding any words during selection that can be used to describe human characteristics. The selection of person-descriptive terms representing different word classes minimized the likelihood of missing a morpheme based on which it is possible to form useful descriptors of individual differences. Differences in the selection of words were then analyzed by one PhD holder in psychology and two doctoral students in psychology. The final list representing all word classes contained 27,819 person-descriptive terms.
psycholexical classificaTion procedure
The person-descriptive terms selected from the dictionary were classified by 13 judges preparing their MA theses and doctoral dissertations in psycholexical research, whose mother tongue was Polish. For the purpose of the study, we adapted the taxonomy procedure from a German lexical study (Angleitner et al., 1990) , which is one of the most often used procedures in this kind of research and which offers the widest possibilities of subsequently applying the results of classification both in the inclusive/non-restrictive approach and in the narrow/restrictive approach. First, the judges decided whether or not a given word was comprehensible to them. Next, based on his or her own understanding of the word as well as on the dictionary definition, each judge decided whether or not a given word qualified as a person-descriptive term. In the third step, the judges rated the valence of the word on a 5-point scale (1 -strongly negative, 2 -negative, 3 -neutral, 4 -positive, 5 -strongly positive). After the judges' ratings were averaged, the words for which the mean rating ranged from 1.00 to 2.74 were classified as negative, those with mean ratings between 2.75 and 3.25 as neutral, and those with mean ratings between 3.26 and 5.00 as positive. 
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Every word classified as a person-descriptive term was further classified into one of 16 subcategories, which in turn made up seven higher-order categories: (1) dispositions; (1a) temperament and character; (1b) mental abilities and talents or their absence; (2) temporary conditions; (2a) emotions, internal states, and readiness to react; (2b) bodily states; (2c) activities and behaviors; (3) social aspects; (3a) roles and relationships; (3b) hobbies and interests; (3c) social effects: reactions of others; (3d) pure evaluations; (3e) attitudes and worldviews; (4) overt characteristics and appearance; (4a) anatomy, constitution, and morphology; (4b) external attributes: appearance and posture; (5) specialist and technical terms referring to (5a) mental/psychological or (5b) physical chronic diseases or disorders; (6) physical abilities and talents or their absence; (7) metaphorical terms. The last category was non-classifiable terms.
The original classification proposal by Angleitner et al. (1990) was modified in order to streamline the process of judges making classification decisions as well as based on the experience acquired when performing the taxonomy of the lexicon of individual differences in Belarusian (Gorbaniuk et al., 2014) , Ukrainian (Gorbaniuk et al., 2018) , and Russian (Ivanova et al., 2017) and in the course of earlier research on the Polish lexicon (Gorbaniuk et al., 2011; Gorbaniuk, Budzińska, Owczarek, Bożek, & Juros, 2013) . The "specialist, rare, and technical terms" category was too general and vaguely defined, which made the judges' decisions arbitrary and marked by low interjudge agreement in this category. For this reason, we narrowed it down to a more precisely defined category: "specialist and technical terms referring to (5a) mental/psychological or (5b) physical chronic diseases or disorders, " and at the same time distinguished "metaphorical terms" as a separate category. We distinguished "physical abilities and talents or their absence" as an additional category, modeled on the taxonomy of the Filipino language (Church, Katigbak, & Reyes, 1996) and absent from the original classification system: abilities that influence strength, flexibility, endurance, balance and coordination. Also, for the same reasons, we introduced the "hobbies and interests" subcategory, thus reducing the number of unclassified person-descriptive terms which described this kind of individual differences, and at the same time making the classification process faster.
Due to the ambiguity of some of the words, the judges were allowed to classify a person-descriptive term into more than one lexical category/subcategory. A term was eventually assigned to a particular category if it was classified into it by at least seven of the thirteen judges. The rating process took 16 to 18 weeks. The judges were supposed to send a classified 1/16 of the list of person-descriptive terms at the end of each week -a requirement that was meant to motivate them to work systematically.
caTegorizaTion validiTy and reliabiliTy
Before the judges commenced their classification work, they twice went through group-based lexical training and performed a trial classification of two lists of words, containing 115 and 200 terms, respectively. After every trial classification the judges received individual feedback concerning the correctness of the classification; typical errors were discussed in a group, and errors specific to particular judges were discussed with them on an individual basis.
To assess the validity of the classification, we selected 240 adjectives that had been classified into subcategories in the course of the earlier lexical taxonomy of the Polish language (Gorbaniuk et al., 2011) by at least eight out of nine judges, recognizing them as prototypal of their respective subcategories and treating them as the external criterion when assessing the validity of judges' decisions in the current study of the Polish language lexicon. After thorough training, each of the 13 judges independently decided whether or not the adjectives met the criteria for person-descriptive terms and classified them into 16 categories/subcategories. Next, we computed the proportion of decisions consistent with the external criterion in the total number of prototypal adjectives from a given category/subcategory (the first column in Table 2 ). As the second validity index, we computed Cohen's κ coefficient of agreement between the judge's decision and the external criterion based on all the 240 adjectives (the second column in Table 2 ), taking into account the false alarms that decrease the validity level. The average validity of classifications into categories ranged from 69.2% to 95.7% (Cohen's κ: from .63 to .92) for higher-order categories and from 73.1% to 95.9% (Cohen's κ: from .74 to .98) for subcategories. These validity figures can be regarded as satisfactory (Fleiss, 1981) .
The last two columns of Table 2 contain information concerning inter-rater composite reliability based on the classifications of the list of 27,813 terms by 13 judges. Alpha coefficients ranged from .82 to .97 for higher-order categories and from .64 to .98 for subcategories. In general, the inter-rater reliability coefficients should be regarded as satisfactory. Compared to the levels of composite reliability (cf. Angleitner et al., 1990; Di Blas & Forzi, 1998; Mlačić & Ostendorf, 2005; Szarota, Ashton, & Lee, 2007) and validity (cf. Angleitner et al., 1990) in other similar taxonomies, they also turn out to be very good.
results
The results of the analyses of the contents of the universal dictionary of the Polish language (Dubisz, 2008) allowed research question Q1 to be answered: the percentage of words in the dictionary describing differences between people is 27.8% (see Table 3 ). Verbs form the largest group of person-descriptive terms, accounting for 40.3%. The second largest group consists of nouns (34.2%), including attribute-nouns (19.0%) and type-nouns (15.2%). They are followed by adjectives, whose proportion among person-descriptive terms is 19.5%. The smallest group is that of adverbs (6.0%). Because the authors of the dictionary did not include participles other than those classified as adjectival participles and used as person-descriptive adjectives (e.g., zrównoważony [even-tempered] , otwarty [frank]), we did not distinguish participles as a category distinct from adjectives (cf. Saloni, 2012) .
In the study, we adopted a narrow operational definition of personality traits by narrowing its range to descriptors of traits that are psychological in nature and relatively stable over time, i.e. (1a) to descriptors of temperament and character, for which almost everyone would agree are attributes of personality (cf. Saucier, 1997) , and (1b) to descriptors of mental abilities and talents or their absence. Answering research question Q2, it was established that in the total lexicon of person-descriptive terms, 20.1% are words describing personality traits (see Table 3 ). The largest proportion of dispositional descriptors among different word classes in the analyzed Polish language dictionary is found in the case of adverbs (36.5%, e.g. Note. P -mean percentage of decisions consistent with the external criterion; κ -average Cohen's kappa coefficient of agreement with the external criterion, α -inter-rater composite reliability coefficient based on the classifications of 27,813 person-descriptive terms Terms describing individual differences can be analyzed not only in terms of content but also in terms of valence (see Table 4 ). The results of analyses show that the proportion of negative descriptors (47.2%) is the highest in the lexicon of person-descriptive terms, while positive characteristics are in a minority (only 17.9%). These proportions strongly differ across the types of word classes. A characteristic feature of verbs and attribute nouns is the much higher proportion of neutral descriptors (43.1% and 42.7%, respectively) than in the case of the remaining word classes. Negative descriptors are predominant in the case of type-nouns (56.6%) and adjectives (51.2%).
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In the psycholexical studies conducted to date, dispositional descriptors (restrictive/narrow approach) enjoyed the greatest interest. Table 5 presents a comparison of different types of word classes describing personality traits in terms of their valence. The proportion of neutral terms among personality descriptors is approximately two times lower in each type of word classes than their proportion among all person-descriptors. The proportion of neutral dispositional descriptors is the highest in the case of verbs (27.6%). Negative descriptors are predominant in the remaining types of word classes, accounting for more than half of all terms in their Total 27813 100.0 5469 100.0 1678 100.0 4250 100.0 5338 100.0 11294 100.0
categories, and their percentage is the highest in the case of attribute-nouns (67.5%).
The list of descriptors of individual differences contained words representing different word classes, some of which referred to the same meaning and had a common morpheme (e.g., pracowity
; this resulted in redundancy in the personality lexicon. Particularly in the case of dispositional descriptors we analyzed 5,598 words for identical morphemes and similar meanings, identifying 1,979 irredundant morphemes with unique dispositional meaning; we treated antonyms having the same morpheme as referring to the same characteristic but to the opposite end of the continuum (e.g., przyjazny [friendly], nieprzyjazny [unfriendly] ). Figure 1 illustrates the results of the analyses. In answer to research question Q4 we established that adjectives describe the highest percentage of the nonredundant personality lexicon (64.0% of morphemes), 6.4% of adjectives being irreplaceable by other word classes (e.g., defensywny [defensive] , koncyliacyjny [conciliatory] , łatwy [easy] , merytoryczny [knowledgeable, to-the-point]). To express the meaning of the remaining 36.0% of morphemes, it is necessary to use other categories of words: verbs, type-nouns, or attribute-nouns. On the other hand, limiting research of the personality lexicon only to adjectives would mean ignoring these morphemes. As in the case of adjectives, each of these word categories makes its unique contribution to the representation of the Polish personality lexicon that cannot be replaced by any other category of words. This contribution is 6.2% in the case of attribute-nouns (e.g., In answer to research question Q3 we can state that the vast majority of markers distinguished by De Raad et al. (2014) are represented in the Polish personality lexicon. A total of 92% of the 241 crosslanguage Big Six markers identified in cross-language analyses were listed among Polish person-descriptive terms. For three dimensions -Agreeableness, Intellect, and Honesty-Humility -we found 95% correspondence of the list of markers with the Polish personality lexicon. For the Conscientiousness dimension the correspondence level was 93%, and for the remaining two dimensions (Extraversion and Emotional Stability) it was 88%. Some of the differences between the Polish personality lexicon and the broadest list of markers of the cross-language Big Six stems from the fact that in order to reproduce the meaning of some English words it would be necessary in Polish to use longer expressions (e.g., goal-oriented -zorientowany na cel), and these were not included in the list, in accordance with the methodology we adopted. The next issue is the fact that some markers, translated into Polish, are words describing mainly emotional states or visible activities (e.g., szczęśliwy [happy] , smutny [sad] , uśmiechnięty [smiling]) and were not rated as dispositional by the majority of judges. (Szarota, 1995; Szarota et al., 2007; Gorbaniuk et al., 2011) , the current analyses systematize the complete lexicon used to describe human characteristics, including adjectives, adjectival participles, adverbs, attribute-nouns, type-nouns, and verbs. The source of the lexicon that we used was the most recent and up-to-date universal dictionary of Polish, which is in the top quarter in terms of size among the studies conducted so far (median: 70,000 entries). From the psychometric point of view, the distinctive feature of the present study is the verification of judges' decisions not only in terms of reliability but also in terms of validity, which is rare in psycholexical research (cf. Angleitner et al., 1990; Gorbaniuk et al., 2014; Gorbaniuk et al., 2018; Ivanova et al., 2017) . The percentage of words describing differences between people in the Polish lexicon represented by the dictionary we used is relatively high (27.8%) compared, for instance, to the studies devoted to the German (Angleitner et al., 1990) , Italian (Di Blas & Forzi, 1999) , Croatian (Mlačić & Ostendorf, 2005) and Czech (Hřebíčková, 2007) lexicons, similar in terms of vocabulary size, the investigated word classes and the procedure, where the proportion of person-descriptive terms was lower than 20%. Also the proportion of personality descriptors is very high compared to the taxonomy of other languages based on a similar procedure: it accounts for 5.6% of the entire lexicon included in the dictionary and for 20.1% of persondescriptive terms, whereas in other languages these percentages usually are much lower (cf. Angleitner et al., 1990; Hřebíčková, 2007; Mlačić & Ostendorf, 2005) . One of the causes is the research procedure enabling an exhaustive analysis of the meanings of terms, since the judges took into account both colloquial and dictionary meanings. On the one hand, this made it possible to avoid the limitations stemming from the structure of the dictionary, failing to fully reflect the colloquial meanings of words; on the other hand, taking dictionary meanings into account made it possible to avoid the linguistic limitations of each individual judge. The richness of the Polish personality lexicon is also confirmed by the fact that it contains 92% of the 241 markers of the Big Six factors used in cross-language comparisons by De Raad et al. (2014) , which makes it possible at least to replicate the Big Six and, potentially, to supplement it with other factors if they are not represented to a sufficient degree by adjectives.
The results of the classification of person-descriptive terms representing different word classes confirm De Raad and Ostendorf's (1996) assertion about the frequency of personality adjectives being higher than that of type-nouns. What is more, we found a predominance of adjectives over all the remaining word classes in personality description. This, however, does not mean that adjectives exhaust the Polish personality lexicon. The comparative analysis of words representing different linguistic categories but having the same morpheme and meaning revealed that in more than 36% of cases the Polish personality lexicon requires the use of word classes other than adjectives. Therefore, limiting the research on the structure of personality description to adjectives involves the risk of reductionism, as pointed out by Saucier (2003) as well as De Raad and Barelds (2008) . It is necessary to study the lexicon of various linguistic categories (attribute-nouns, type-nouns, and verbs) in order to confirm the adequacy of the six dimensions identified in research narrowed to the adjective lexicon (Szarota et al., 2007; Gorbaniuk et al., 2013) for the description of the entire Polish personality lexicon. What is particularly needed is research based on a non-redundant and exhaustive list of personality descriptors representing various parts of speech, which would fully follow the idea of the lexical assumption (Goldberg, 1981) .
To date, verbs belong to the most often neglected word classes in psycholexical studies, although many researchers at the same time emphasize their uniqueness in comparison with other descriptors of individual differences (De Raad & Barelds, 2008; Quevedo-Aguado, Iraegui, Anivarro, & Ross, 1996) . So far, attempts to learn the structure of the lexicon of personality-verbs have been made only in Dutch (De Raad, Mulder, Kloosterman, & Hofstee, 1988) and Czech (Hřebíčková, Ostendorf, Osecká, & Cermák, 1999) . The Polish lexicon of person-descriptive verbs can be a good starting point for future research in both restrictive and non-restrictive approaches, including cross-language comparisons (e.g. Polish, Dutch and Czech).
The identified Polish lexicon of person-descriptive terms is not limited to the lexicon of dispositionsterms referring to relatively stable characteristicswhich is usually examined in the narrow/restrictive approach, dominant in psycholexical research. Therefore, the complete lexicon of individual differences can be a point of departure for inclusive/unrestrictive studies on the Polish lexicon, analogous to those devoted to the Dutch language (De Raad & Barelds, 2008) . Moreover, thanks to the use of the German taxonomy (Angleitner et al., 1990) , we identified lexicons for 13 subcategories of individual differences unrelated to personality, which can be objects of separate lexical studies and may contribute to the achievement of taxonomic agreement on the classification of differences between people, for instance, in terms of worldview (cf. Krauss, 2006; Saucier, 2000) , cognitive, 9 emotional, and motivational reactions to other people (cf. Mlačić, 2016; Saucier, 2010 ), social effects (cf. De Raad et al., 2005 , as well as emotional, motivational, or cognitive states. Due to the small number of languages investigated so far in non-dispositional terms, it is still too early for cross-cultural generalizations.
Although the authors' intention was to perform an exhaustive classification of the Polish lexicon of person-descriptive terms, the ideal achievement of this aim will encounter two kinds of barriers, which are present in all psycholexical studies (De Raad, 1996 , 1998 Saucier, Hampson, & Goldberg, 2000) . The first barrier is the dictionary representing the Polish lexicon: even though we chose the most complete and up-to-date Polish dictionary, considered by linguists to be one of the least normative dictionaries, for reasons of space it does not contain all the parts of speech and all the related specific meanings that may be significant from the point of view of psychology. In particular, what should be checked is the completeness of the lexicon of active and passive participles, which can be formed based on the selected verbs. Because in Polish they are used similarly to adjectives to describe differences between people, participles may be a valuable supplement to the adjective lexicon of personality descriptors. Second, the necessity of receiving the majority of judges' votes in the process of classification results in part of the lexicon of individual differences not being unambiguously classified into specific categories and subcategories, which means these terms cannot be further used in quantitative studies. Third, De Raad and Barelds (2008) point out the role of idioms.
The analyses performed as part of the present study stopped at classifying terms into the categories and subcategories borrowed from the German psycholexical study. The next stage should be quantitative research aimed at identifying the factor structure of the lexicon of individual differences, following either the non-restrictive approach or an approach restricted to a particular category or subcategory of person-descriptive terms (e.g. social affects, worldviews or temporary states). This in turn makes it necessary to refine the list of descriptors for the purposes of specific studies, taking into account their possible redundancy, usage frequency, familiarity to an average respondent, unambiguity, etc. Conducting quantitative research will make it possible to conclude the entire series of studies on the Polish lexicon of individual differences.
conclusions
Qualitative studies on the lexicon of individual differences are crucial to the outcome of psycholexical studies. Like any other study in psychology, they should be subject to multifaceted psychometric validation, including assessment of the validity and reliability of judges' decisions. If language is to be a source of knowledge about individual differences and a chance to reach taxonomic agreement in academic debate, it is necessary to conduct comprehensive studies into the lexicon of individual differences of many languages, not limited to one part of speech, whose outcome will make it possible to analyze various categories of these differences without limiting them to narrowly defined personality traits.
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